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THE PRESIDENT: President Quinn and ladies and 

gentlemen:: When Jack Horner, who has been a correspondent 

in Washington and other places around the world, retired 
after 40 years, he once told me that if I thought the. White 
House Press Corps answered (asked) tough questions, he (I) should 
hear the kind of questions the Managing Editors asked him. 
Consequently , i welcome this opportunity tonight to meet 
with the Managing Editors of the Nation's newspapers. 

I will not have an opening statement because 
I know, with 400 of you, it will be hard to get through 
all of the questions you have, and I understand the Presi- 
dent has a prerogative of asking the first question. 



Mr. Quinn. 



QUESTION: This morning, Governor Askew of. Florida 

addressed this group and recalled the words of Benjamin 
Franklin. When leaving the Constitutional Convention he 
was asked, "What have you given us, sir, a monarchy or a 
republic.'*" Franklin answered, “A republic, sir, if you 
can keep it." 



Mr. President, in the prevailing pessimism of the 
larger matter we call Watergate, can we keep that republic, 
and how? 



THE PRESIDENT: Mr. Quinn, I would certainly not 

be standing here answering these questions unless I had a 
firm belief that we could keep the republic? that we must 
keep it; not only for ourselves, but for the whole world, : 

I recognize that because of mistakes that were made, and I 
must take responsibility for those mistakes, whether in the 
campaign or during the course of an Administration, that there 
are those who wonder whether this republic can survive. But 
I also know that the hopes of the whole world for peace, not 
only .now, but in the years to come, rests on the United States 
of America. I can assure you that as long as I am physically - 
able to handle the position to which I was' elected, and then" 
re-elected last November, I am going to work for the cause 
of peace in the world, for the cause of prosperity without 
war and without inflation at home, and also to the best of 
my ability to restore confidence in the White House and in 
the President. It. is a big job, but I think it can be done, 
and I intend to do it. 
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QUESTION; Mr. President, I am George Gill of 
the Louisville Courier- Journel-. Would you please tell 
us, sir, when did you personally discover that two of 
the nine subpoenaed White House tapes did not exist, 
and why did you apparently delay for a, matter of weeks 
disclosing this matter to the Federal Court and to the 
public? 



THE PRESIDENT; Well, the first time that the 
fact that there were no recordings of the two conversations 
to which you referred — that they did not exist — came 
to my attention on approximately September 29th or 
September 30th. 

At that time, I was. informed only that 
they might not exist because a search was not made • 
because seven of the nine recordings requested 
did exist, and my secretary, listening to them for me 
and making notes for me, proceeded to go through those 
seven tapes . 

, # ^ should point out, incidentally, that the two 

which did not exist, which there were no tape recordings 
of the conversations, were not 'Ones which were requested- 
by the Senate committee and consequently, we felt we should 
go forward with the ones requested, both by the Senate, 
committees and the others. 

When we finally determined that they could 
not be in existence was on October 26th of this year. 

And we learned it then when I directed the White House 
Counsel, Mr. Buzhardt, to question the Secret Service 
operatives as to what had happened to make sure 
there might not be a possibility, due to the fact that 
the mechanism was not operating properly, that we might 
find them in some other place. 



He questioned them for two days and reported 
on the 27th that he could not find them. He then, having 
ad a date made and he asked for the date sooner with 
Judge Sirica, he asked for the date on Thursday, you 
may recall I pointed that out in the press conference 
on the 26th Judge Sirica saw him on Tuesday in-camera. 
The White House Counsel reported to Judge Sirica that the 
v/o tapes did not exist and gave him the reasons for it. 

The Judge decided, and I think quite properly, 
thau the reasons for the tape not existing should be made 
public and those involved with access to the tapes and 
those who operated the machines should be questioned so 
that there would be no question of the White House, 
somebody around the President or even the President, 
himself, having destroyed evidence that was important 
even though the Senate committee had not, as I have 
already pointed out , subpoenaed either of these two 
tapes. And since we are on this subject, and I do 
not want to be taking all of the time on it except I 
know there is going to be enormous interest in it, not 
on y among this audience here, but among our television 
viewers, let me point this out. 
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I. have dona every thing I possibly can to provide the 
evidence that would have existed had we found the tapes* 



First, with regard to the tape of June 20/ as you may 
recall/ it was a fiye-minute telephone conversation with the 
former Attorney General/ John Mitchell/ who had just left as 
Campaign Manager or was planning to leave as Campaign Manager at 
that time . 



I have a practice of keeping a personal diary. I can 
assure you not every day. Some times you are too tired at the 
end of a day to either make notes or dictate it into a dictabelt. 

On that particular day I. happened to have dictated a 
dictabelt and on the dictabelt for June 20/ which I found, 1 found 
that I had referred to the conversation to John Mitchell and I 
think it is fair to disclose to this audience what was there 
because it will be disclosed to the Court. It has already been 
offered to the Court and eventually I assume will be made public. 

It said, first, that I called John Mitchell to cheer 
him up because I. knew, he was terribly disheartened by what had 
happened to the so-called Watergate matter. Second, he expressed 
chagrin to me that the organization over which he had control 
could have gotten out of hand in this way. That was what was on 
that tape. 



Now, turning to the one on April 15, I thought I might 
have a dictabelt of that conversah&On as well. 
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Turning now to the one on April 15. I thought that 
I might have a Dictabelt of that conversation as well. Let 
me tell you first why the telephone conversation was not 
recorded, not because of any deliberate attempt to keen the 
recording from, the public, but because the only telephones 
in the residence of the White House which are recorded, the 
only telephone, there is only one, the one that is in the 
office, the little Lincoln Sitting Poom right off the Lincoln 
Bedroom, The call I made to John Mitchell was made at the 
end of the day at about 6:30 just before going in to dinner 
from the family quarters, and no telephones in the family 
quarters ever were recorded. That is why the recording did 
not exist. 



Turning to April 15, the conversation referred to 
there was at the end of the process in which Hr. Dean came 
m to tell me what he had told U.S. Attorneys that dav. He 
saw me at 9 o'clock at night, Sunday night. There should, 
have been a record. Everybody thought there probably was a 
recording. The reason there was not a recording is that the 
tape macaines over the weekend only can carry 6 hours of 
conversation, and. usually that is more than enough, because 
I do not use the EOB office, that is the Executive Office 

Building office rather than the Oval Office over the weekend 
to that extent. 



But that weekend I was in the FOB for a loner 
conversation with Dr. Kissinger on foreign policy matters. 

^ ere ^°r ^ other hours, or 2 or 3 other hours, and 
the tape ran out in the middle of a conversation with Hr. 
lemdienst in the middle of the afternoon, Sunday afternoon. 

^ l a ter conversation X had, the rest of 

I ^’!’^ n ,r ienSt,S conversation ' a later conversation I had also 
with Hr. Petersen, and. the conversation at 8 o'clock at night 
witn I.tr • Dean was not there. 



bo I tried to find whatever recordino, whatever 
record that would help the prosecutor in this instance to 
reconstruct the evidence, because it was the evidence that I 
was after and. not just the tape. 



What I found, was not a Dictabelt. What I found was 
my nan own t ten notes made at the time of the conversation, 
i * ave turnefi those over to or authorized rrtv counsel to turn 
those notes over to the judge, so that he c'an have them 
checked tor authenticity, and I understand there are ways 
tnat he can tell that they were written at that tine. 

dir! *^ OS fu^ andWritten n °tes are available, and then I 

cid one other thing which I thihk will also be helpful, "he 

arL^m v d a conversation with Hr. Dean in the morning 
' ( OC" ~**at conversation was recorded , and in tha^ 

T repeated references • to what was said 
\ before, and when compared with my handwritten 
u 1S c ^ ear that we are discussing the same subjects. 

That entire tape, as well as the conversation I had 
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in the afternoon with Hr. Dean for about 29 minutes will be 
made available to the Court even though the Court has not 
subpoenaed it. 

I would just simply say in conclusion you can be 
very sure that this kind of a subject is one that is a 
difficult one to explain. It appears that it is impossible 
that when we have an Apollo System, that we could have two 
missing tapes when the hihite House is concerned. Let me 
explain for one moment what the system was. This is no 
Apollo System. I found that it cost — I just learned 
this — • $2590.. I found that instead of having the kind of 
equipment that was there when President Johnson was there, 
which was incidentally much better equipment, but I found — 
and I an not saving that critically — but I found that in 
this instance it was a Sony, a little Sony that they had, 
and that what they had are these little lapel mikes in my 
desk, and as a result the conversations in the. Oval Office, 
the conversations in the Cabinet Room, and particularly those 
in the EOB, those are the three rooms only, only those three 
rooms whe re they recorded, for example, the Western white 
House has no recording equipment, and my houses in Key 
Biscayne and San Clemente had none, but as far as those 
particular recordings are concerned, the reason that you 
have heaard that there are difficulties in hearing them is 
that the system itself was not a sophisticated system. 

I do not mean to suggest by that that the judge, 
toy listening to them, will not be able to get the facts, 
and I would simply conclude by sayinq this: I think I know 

what is on these tapes from having listened to some, those 
before i’arch 21; and also from having seen from my 
secretary's notes the highlights of others, I can assure 
you that those tapes when they are presented to the judge, 
and I hope eventually to the G rand Jjry, and I trust in some 
way we can find a way at least to get the substance to the 
American people, they will prove these things without question. 
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One, that I had no knowledge whatever of the 
Watergate break-in before it occurred. Two, that I never 
authorized the offer of clemency to anybody and, as a matter 
of fact, turned it down whenever it was suggested. It was 
riot recommended by any member of my staff but it was, on 
occasion, suggested as a result of news reports that clemency 
might become a factor. Third; as far as any knowledge with 
regard to the payment of blackmail money, which you recall 
was the charge that was made that Mr, Hunt's attorney had 
asked for $120,000 in money to be paid to him or he would 
tell things about members of the White House staff, not 
about Watergate, that might be embarrassing. 

Testimony had been given before the Senate 
Committee that I was told that before the 21st of March, 
actually told it on the 13th of March. I know I heard it 
for the first time the 21st of March, and I will reveal 

this much of the conversation. I am sure the Judge wouldn't 
mind. 



1 recall very well Mr. Dean, after the conversa- 
tion began, telling me, "Mr. President, there are some things 

about this I haven't told you. I think you should know 
them. " 



And then he proceeded then for the first time to 
tell me about that money. Now, I realize that some will 
wonder about the truth of these particular statements that 
I have made. I am going to hand out later — I won't hand 
them out, but I will heve one of your executives hand out my 
May 21 statement, my August 15th statement and one with 
regard to these two tapes, you can believe them if you want. 

1 can you it is the truth because I have 

listened to or have had knowledge of, from someone I have 
confidence in, as to what is in the tripes. 
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QUESTION: Mr. President, Richard Tuttle, Democrat 

and Chronicle, Rochester, New York. Could you tell us your 
personal reaction and your political reaction within that 
word I mean your credibility with the American people. — 
your reaction to the discovery that the Dean and , -Mitchell 
tapes do not exist? 



THE PRESIDENT: Well, my personal reaction was one 

° great disappointment, because I wanted the evidence out, 
ai ? * knew that when there was any indication that something 
ldn t exist, immediately there would be the impression that 
some way, either the President, or more likely, perhaps some- 
.. ^ °? 16 Presx dent's staff, knew there was something on 

ose tapes that.it wouldn’t be wise to get out. But let me 
point out again, while I was disappointed, let me say I would 
^I e 'S een 3 a . lot more disa PP°inted if the tapes that had been 

h Y both Mr. Cox, the Special Prosecutor 
h 6 ^"‘"'ibbee, if any one of those had been missing, 

se ' s ou i d .point out that the tape of September 15th 
. 4 =° ' ^° U reca ii^ bas been testified that I was first 

n orme there was a cover-up — that, of course, is there. 

. Tb e ta P® of March 13th, where it has been testified, 

~ Pointed out in the answer to the Louisville Courier- 

f \ w e ^ e bas been testified that I was informed then 

i? emandS f ° r money for Purposes of blackmail, that is 

. . . a e * And the tape of March 21st, where we discussed 

M 1S n ln giea1: detail, as well as three other tapes in which 

?? partlcl P ated f three other conversations, are all 
available. 



..I, BUt as far as 1:11686 two tapes are concerned, even 
. g . ,ey W6re not considered by the Ervin committee to be 

the^ere^?^ part ° f their instigation, the fact that 

we had had WaS a great disappointment and I just wish 

we had had a better system. 



raavbe r Wish “® hadn,t had a system at all, then 

y I wouldn t have to answer this question. 

out ot th A" = Mr- President ' when did you aeeide to stay 
that ™ r ’, l!a!e and if yoU did ' why ' and d ° y° u think 

the EUsberg case? Pr ° SeOUtor should hept from investigating 

THE PRESIDENT: I have never spoken to Mr Cox at all 

artrsE 1 aid talk to - p ~ -- 

would have^aid d thrs^e e thinc^fM the n j0b ^ he had and 1 
the Watergate matter ^hat na?inL^* Cox, was to investigate 
matters th-,t Z.i! k . at natlonal security matters were not 
verv hia£lv f OU *?. be investigated, because there were some 

bu^also anoth« S m^r matterS involved - °"ly in Ellsberg 
and co . atter so sensitive that even Senator Ervin 

Into tSem? r ^ deCided that they ^ould not delve further 
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I don't mean by that: that we are going to throw the 
cloak of national security over something because we are 
guilty of something. I am simply saying that where the 
national security would be disserved by having an investigation, 
the President has the responsibility to protect it, and I am 
going to do so. 



mor£ r " 
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QUESTION: Albert L. Abbott from the Detroit 

News. 

.Are you personally satisfied, sir, that the 
investigation of the Watergate matter is complete, to 
your satisfaction, and if so, could you tell us what 
your plans are to tell the American people about the 
facts of the case with regard, again, to your credibility 
on this matter? 

THE PRESIDENT: First, with regard to whether 

the investigation is complete, as you know, there is now 
a new Special Prosecutor, Mr. Jaworski. He is a 
Democrat. He has always supported the Democratic ticket. 

He is a highly respected lawyer, former president of 
the ABA ; in the year 1971. I may have met him. I have 
never talked to him personally and certainly never talked 
to him about this matter. I refuse to because I want 
him to be completely independent. 

He cannot be removed unless there is a 
consensus of the top leadership Of the House and Senate, 
Democrat and Republican. The Speaker and Majority and 
Minority Leaders of the House and the President Pro Tern, 
the Majority and Minority Leaders of the Senate and the 
ranking two members of the Judiciary committees of both 
the House and Senate, which, incidentally, gives you, 
as you can see, a very substantial majority, as far as the 
Democrats are concerned. 

The second point, and the point I am trying to 
make is, one, he is qualified; two, he is independent, and 
have cooperation; and three, he will not be removed 
unless the Congress, particularly the leaders of the 
Congress , and particularly the Democratic leaders who 
have a strong majority of this group I have named, agree 
that he should be removed and I do not expect that 
that time will come. 

As to what I can tell the American people, this 
is one forum, and there may be others. As to what the 
situation is as to when it can be done, it is, of course, 
necessary to let the Grand Jury proceed as quickly as 
possible to a conclusion and I should point out to you, 
as you may recall, Mr. Petersen testified before the 
Ervin committee when he was removed from his position — 
you recall he was removed in April and a Special Prosecutor 
was put in — that the case was 90 percent ready. For 
six months, under the Special Prosecutor then appointed, the 
case has not been brought to a conclusion. 
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And I think that now, after six months of delay, 
-it is time that the case be brought to a conclusion* If 
it was 90 percent finished in April, they ought to be 
able to finish it now. 

Those who are guilty, or presumed to be guilty, 
should be indicted. Those who are not guilty at,. least 
should get some evidence of being cleared because 
in the meantime, the reputations of men, some maybe 
who are not guilty, have been probably irrepably 
damaged by what has happened in the hearings they 
have appeared before publicly. They have already been 
convicted and they may never recover. That isn't our 
system of government. 

. ^*e pl ac © to try a man or woman for a crime is 

m the court and not to convict them either in the news- 
paper or on television before he has a fair trial in the 
courts . 
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QUESTION: Bob Lehman from the St. Petersburg 

Times in St. Petersburg, Florida. 

When Mr. Ehrlichman and Mr. Haldeman left 
your Administration, you said they were guiltless in the 
Watergate affair* and you referred to them as two of the 
finest public servants you have ever known. After what 
has transpired and been revealed since then, do you still 
feel the same way about both men and both statements? 

THE PRESIDENT; First, I hold that both men 
and others who have been charged are' guilty until we have 
evidence that they are not guilty, and I know every 
newspaper man and newspaper women in this whole audience 
would agree with that statement. That is our American 
system. Second, Mr. Haldeman and Mr. Ehrlichman had been 
and were dedicated fine public servants, and I believe, 
it is my belief based on what I know now, that when these 
proceedings are completed that they will dome out all 
right. 



On the other hand, they have appeared before 
the Grand Jury before, they will be appearing again, 
and as I pointed out in answer to an earlier question, 
it probably does not make any difference unfortunately 
whether the Grand Jury indicts them or not, whether they 
are tried- or not, because unfortunately they have already 
been convicted in the minds of millions of Americans by 
what happened before a Senate Committee. 

QUESTION: Mr. President, this is Ed Heins 

from the Des Moines Register and Tribune. 



, At the time you gave Egil Krogh approval 

for the Dr. Ellsberg project, was there any discussion 
of surreptitious entry to any premises and was there any 
discussion of legality or illegality in that situation? 

THE PRESIDENT: I think, sir, that you have 

made an assumption that Mr. Krogh and others have not 
testified to, but I am not saying that critically. But 
I think I do remember what the evidence is „ I don't think 
Mr. Krogh has said, or Mr. Ehrlichman or anybody else, 
that I specifically approved or ordered the entrance into 
Dr. Ell sberg’s psychiatrist's office* As a matter of fact, 
on the other hand* l learned of that for the first time 
on the 17th of March, which I have stated in my August 
1. th statement, which will be available to the members of 
the press when this meeting is concluded. ^ 

Second, with regard to such activities, I 
personally thought it was a stupid thing to do, apart 
from being an illegal thing to do, and third, I should 
also point out that in this particular matter, the reason 
Mr. Krogh and others were engaged in what we call the 
Plumbers Operation was because of our concern at that 
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time about leaks out of our Government, the Pentagon 
Papers, which as you recall is what .Ellsberg was all about, 
as well as other leaks which were seriously damaging 
to the national security, including one that I have 
pointed out that was so serious that even. Senator 
Ervin and Senator Baker agreed it should not be disclosed. 
That is what they were working on. 

QUESTION: Joe Ungaro of the Providence Evening 

Bulletin. 

The Providence Evening Bulletin and the Journal 
on October 3 reported that you paid $$732 - 
in federal income tax m 1970, and $878 in 1971. Are 
these figures accurate, and would you tell us your views 
on whether elected officials should disclose their 
personal finances? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, the answer to the second 

question is I have disclosed my personal finances, and 
an audit of my personal finances will be made available 
at the end of this meeting, because obviously you are 
all so busy that when these things come across your desk, 
maybe you don't see them. I can simply point out that 
that audit I paid for — I have not gotten the bill yet 
but I know it is several thousand dollars, and I think 
that that audit is one that is a pretty good one. That 
audit, however, deals with the acquisition of my 
property and knocks down some of the ideas that have been 
around . But since this question has been> raised, let 
me, sir, try to respond to it as fully as I can. 

I paid $79,000 in income tax in 1969. In the 
next two years, I paid nominal amounts. Whether those 
amounts are correct or not, I do not know, because I 
have not looked at my returns, and obviously the Providence 
Journal ha? much better sources than I have to find such 

returns. I . congratulate you, sir, for having such a 
lively staff. 



Now, why did I pay this amount? It was not 
because of the deductions for, shall we say, a cattle ranch 
or interest or all of these gimmicks that you have got 
where you can deduct from, which most of you know about, 
or if you don't, your publishers do. But the reason was 
this. Lyndon Johnson came in to see me shortly after I 
became President, and he told me that he had given his 
Presidential papers, or at least most of them, to the 
Government, and he told me that under the law, up until 
1969, Presidential or vice Presidential papers given to 
the Government were a deduction, and should be taken, and 
could be taken as a deduction from the tax. 
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And he said , "You, Vr . President, oucrht to do the 
sane thing." I said, "I don’t have any Presidential papers." 
He said, "You have got your Vice Presidential papers," 

I thought' of that a moment and said, "All right, I 
will' turn them over to the tax people." I turned them over. 
They appraised them at $509,000. I suppose some’ wonder how 
could the Vice President's papers be woirth that. Well, I 
was, shall we say, a rather active Vice President. All of 
my personal notes, including matters that have not been 
covered in my book — which I don't advise other people to 
write, but in any event I wrote one and I will stand by it -- 
all of my papers on the H^ss Case, on the famous fund 
controversy in 1952, on President Eisenhower's heart attack, 
on President Eisenhower's stroke, on my visit to Caracas when 
I had a few problems in 1968, and on my visit with Khrushchev, 
all of those papers, all of imy notes, were valued many believed 
conservatively at that amount. 

So, the tax people who prepared it, prepared, the 
returns, and. took that as a deduction. Mo cues t ion has been 
raised by the Internal Revenue about it but if they do let 
me tell you this: I will be glad to have the papers back and 

I will pay the tax because I think they are worth mote than 
that. 



I can only say we did what we were told was the 
right thing to do and* of course, what President Johnson 
had done before and. that doesn't prove, certainly, that it 
was vrrong, because he had done exactly what the law required. 

t Since 1969, of course, I should point out Presidents 

can t „o that. So* I am stuck with a lot of papers now that 
I have got to find a way to give away or otherwise my heirs 
will nave a terrible time trying to pay the taxes on things 
people aren't going to want to buy. 

t QUESTION: Mr. President* may I suggest you may 

yourself when you said that you assumed Hal deman 
and Ehrlxchman are considered guilty until proven not guilty. 

.THE PRESIDENT: Yes, I certainly did, if I said 

that. Thank you for correcting me. 

QUESTION: Richard Smyser, The Oak Ridger^- Oak^ 

Ridge, Tennessee. 



_ . Senator Mark Hatfield said recently that we demand 

+-k ? UC 1 ° a ^ re ®^®ttt* we ask him to play so many roles 
that no man can hold that kind of responsibility . without, 
having to share that responsibility with all Americans. 



x° what extent do you think that this explains 
possioly now something like Watergate can occur? 
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THE PPESIDFNT; I could stand here before this 
audience and make all kinds of excuses, and most of you 
probably would understand because you are busy also. Seventy- 
two was a very busy year for me. It was a year when we had 
tiie visit to China, it was a year when we had the visit to 
rioscow and the first limited nuclear ban on defensive weapons 
you recall as well as some other very significant events. 

It was a year, too, when we had. the very difficult 
decisions on Fay 8, the bombing and mining of Haiphong and 
then the negotiations and then in December, of course, the 
very , very difficult — perhaps the most difficult — decision 
I maae of the December bombing, which did lead to the break- 
through and the uneasy peace, but it is peace T*;ith all of the 
Americans home, all of our PDF's home, and peace at least for 
a while in that period. 



Now, during that period of time, frankly, I didn't 
manage the campaign. I didn't run the campaign. People 
around me didn't bring things to me that they probably should 
have because I was frankly just too busy trying to do the 
Nation's business to run the politics. 



f-y advice to all new politicians, incidentally, is 
always run your own campaigns. I used to run mine and I was 
always criticized for it, because you know whenever you lose 
you are always criticized for running your own campaign, but 
my point is Senator Hatfield, is correct, whether you are a 
Senator or a Congressman, you are sometimes very busy, you 
don't watch these things. When you are President, you don't 
watch them, as closely as you might. On that, I say if 
mistakes are made, however, I am not bl amino the people down 
below. The man at the top has get to take the heat for all 
of them. 



Let me just respond, if I could, sir, before going 
to your question — I will turn left and then come back to 
the right;; vl do hat want to tilt either way at the moment, 
as you can be sure (laughter) — since the question was 
raised a moment ago about my tax payments , I noted in 

some editorials and perhaps in some commentaries on television, 
a very reasonable question. 

Tney said, "You know how is it that President Nixon 
could have a very heavy investment in a fine piece of 
property in San Clemente and a big investment in a piece of 
property in Florida, in which I have two houses, one which 
I primarily use as an office and the other as a resident and 
also an investment in what was my mother's home, not very 
much of a place but I do own it, those three pieces of 
property. 
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I want to say first, that is all I have. I am 
the first President since Harry Truman who hasn't owned any 
stock since ever I have been President. I am the first one 
who has not had a blind trust since Harry Truman. That . , 
doesn't mean those who owned stocks br had blind trusts did 
anything wrong but I felt that in the Presidency it was 
important to have no question about the President's oersonal 
finances, and I thought real estate was the best place to out 
it. - . ■ - 



But, then the question was raised bv good editorial 
writers -** and I want to respond to it because some of you 
might be too polite to ask such an embarrassing cruestion — 
they said, "Now, Mr; President, yot earhed $800,000 when you 
were President-. Obviously, you paid at least half that much 
or could have paid half that much in taxes or a great deal : 
of it. How could you possibly- have had the money? Where 
did you get it?" 

Then, of course, overriding all of that is the 
story to the effect that I had a million dollars in campaign 
funds which was broadly printed throughout this country with 
retractions not quite getting quite as much pi ay!; as the 
printing of the first; and particularly not- on television. 

The newspapers did much better them television in that 
respect, I should point out. 
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And second, they said, how is it that as far 
as this money is: concerned, how is it possible for you 
to have this kind of investment when all you earned 
was $800,000 as President? 

Well, I should point out I wasn't a pauper 
when I, 'became President* I wasn't very rich as Presidents 
gq* But you see, in the eight years, that I was out of 
office — first, just to put it all out and I will give 
you a paper on this, we will send it around to you, and 
these figures I would like you to have, not today, but 
X will have it in a few days when I left office after 
four years as a Congressman, two years as a Senator, 
and". eight years at $45,000 a year as Vice President, 
and J after stories had been written, particularly in 
the Washington Post to the effect that the President had 
purchased a mansion in Wesley Heights and people wondered 
where the money came from, you know what my "net worth was? 
It was $47,000 total, after 14 years of Government service 
and a 1958 Oldsmobile that needed an overhaul, 

Now, I have no complaints. In the next eight 
years, I made a lot of money. I made $250,000 from a 
book --and the serial rights which many of you were 
good enough to purchase, also, in the practice of law — 
and I am not claiming I was worth it, but apparently 
the former Vice Presidents or Presidents are worth a 
great deal to the law firms — and I did work pretty hard. 

But also in that period, I earned between 
$100,000 and $250,000 every year. So that when in 
1968, I decided to become a candidate for President, I 
decided to clean the decks and to put everything in real 
estate. I sold all my stock for $300,000. That is all 
I owned. I sold my apartment in New York for $300,000 — 

I am using rough figures here. And I had $100,000 
coming to me from the law firm. 

So, that is where the money came from. Let 
me just say this: I want to say this to the television 

audience I made my mistakes, but in all of my years of 
public life, I have never profited, never profited from 
public service. I have earned every cent. And in all 
of my years of public life, I have never obstructed 
justice. And I think, too, that I could say that in 
ray years of public life, that I welcome this kind of 
examination, because people have got to know whether 
or not their President is a crook. Well, I am not a 
crook. I have earned everything I have got. 

QUESTION: Mr. President, Larry Rosenfeld 

of the Washington Post. Sir, there have been reports 
that the Secret Service was asked, at your direction or 
authorization, to tap the telephone of your brother, 

Donald Nixon. Is this true, sir, and if so, why? 
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THE PRESIDENT: That, of course, is a question 

that has been commented upon before. It will not take 
long to respond to it. 

The Secret Service did maintain a surveillance. 
They did so for security reasons, and I will not go beyond 
that. They were very good reasons, and my brother was 
aware of it. 

And may I say, too, to my friend from the 
Washington Post, I like your sports page. And make 
sure that Shirley Povich doesn't get paid too much 
for what I said there. (Laughter) { 

QUESTION: Edward D. Miller, Call-Chronicle. 

Newspapers, Allentown, Pennsylvania. 

Was your brother aware before or after the 
fact of the, surveillance? 

THE PRESIDENT: He was aware during the fact, 

because he asked about it, and he was told about it. 

And, he approved of it. He knew why it was done. 

QUESTION: Excuse me. Does it make any sense 

to conduct surveillance when somebody knows about it? 

THE PRESIDENT: Does it make any sense? 

Certainly. The surveillance involved not what he was 
doing, the surveillance involved what others who were 
trying to get him, perhaps to use improper influence and 
support might be doing, and particularly anybody who 
might be in a foreign country. 

QUESTION: Is some of this full story that 

you can't state today because of national security? 

Have you told that to Congressmen or anyone else? Will 
this story come out in the next few weeks, as you present 
more of the facts? 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, as a matter of fact, I 

should tell all of the editors — and I don't want 
to leave : any implication that you have not tried to 
publish as much as you could — you have just got 
so much room in your newspapers , but I do want you 
to k now ■ that — well, since you haven't raised some of 
these subjects, I will raise them myself — ITT; how 
did we raise the price of milk — I wish someone would 
ask me that one; and who else wanted it raised? 
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, What about the situation with reg ard to the $1 mil- 

xon secret stock portfolio that you have; a few of those 
lngs* 1 think all of those things need to be answered, and 
is twofold o ' and 1 think the best way to answer them 



One, obviously through the medium of a televised 

n ^ n + .f re M <3 ^ th * S; but two, through sending to the editors 

o£ the Nation s newspapers, all 10,000 of them, the facts. 

t 1 at y ° U use them. If you don't believe them, 

wonidn'f^ 3 ?' what I mean, I am not suggesting that you 

mation ’ VT themr but if y° u feel you need more infor- 

flcll ' 1^* me . and 1 wi ll give it to you. I want the 

tell in b ® cause the facts will prove that the President is 
telling the truth. 

flr ‘ Presiden t/ John Finnegan, St. Paul 
r ..^ , loneer Press. I know the Watergate situation has 
raised questions of Executive privilege and a recent Gallup 

a that 62 Percent of the American people favor 

. 1 en ial news source law if adopted by Congress. There 

is a two-tiered law before the Judiciary Committee which 

or U rr*nS°t lde a ^ solute privilege in case of investigative 
a a ? d Jur y. h ®ar mgs, and a qualified shield in case of 
a civil or criminal case. 



veto it? 



If such a law were passed, would you sign it or 



. • THE PRESIDENT: Well, you are talking about shield 

laws m general, are you not? 

QUESTION: Yes. 

. . _^ HE PRESIDENT: Well, my attitude toward the shield 

iZL y - 18 this: .First, I share the objective. I be- 

h . +- V reporters ' If you are going to have a free press, - 
ought to have some kind of a shield, except, of course, if 

mvolved m criminal activities, and then I don't 
, e shield law that any of you have suggested would 
cover those. As' I understand, if there are criminal act ivi- 

r.r-«-i-«i^ V fv Ved in by a re P° rt er, obviously a shield law can't 
protect them. 

, . ... The second point has to do With the particular 

take S J a ?iov a ? d bow it reaches my desk, and I will have to 
take a look at it when it gets there to •see; if it is proper. 

Wl11 sigri ib- But I think that a shield 
whit h would have the effect of providing to reporters 
gan ®ral public felt after they had a chance to 

blvlld Ihlt tJ ' P rovide for them privileges that went 
intA-rt I h Jv,' the general public thought was in the national 
interest, then I would have to take a second look. 
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Incidentally, I should point out, too, that I.. ..... 
followed your editorials — ■ not yours in just the St. Paul 
Pioneer Press, but by others around the country -r- and the 
newspapers of the country are not united on this. So on the 
shield law I am not trying to duck the question. It is an 
open question. 



But I will answer one thing that I think is impor- 
tant. The new Attorney General, Mr. Saxbe, under my direc- 
tion, will follow this practice: Any Federal case involving 

a reporter will not be brought unless it comes expressly to 
the Attorney General and he approves it, and in that way, 
that is a pretty good shield, I think. 

QUESTION: May I ask one other question, sir? 

THE PRESIDENT: Sure. 

QUESTION: Do you feel that the Executive privi- 

lege is absolute? 

THE PRESIDENT: I, of course, do not. I have 

waived Executive privilege with regard to all of the mem- 
bers of my staff who have any knowledge of or who have had 
any charges made against them in the Watergate matter. I, of 
course, voluntarily waived privilege with regard to turning 
over the tapes, and so forth. 

Let me point out it was voluntary on my part, and 
deliberately so to avoid a precedent that might destroy the 
principle of confidentiality for future Presidents, which 
is terribly important. 

If it had gone to the Supreme Court — and I know 
many of my friends argued, "Why not carry it to the Supreme 
Court and let them decide it?" — that would, first, have 
had a confrontation with the Supreme Court, between the 
Supreme Court and the President. And second, it would have 
established very possibly a precedent, a precedent breaking 
down constitutionality that would plague future Presidencies , 
not just this President. 

I can say in that respect, too, that I have refer- 
red to what I called the Jefferson Rule. It is the rule 
that I think we should generally follow, a President should 
follow with the courts when they want information, and a 
President should also follow with committees of Congress, 
even when they want information from his personal files. 
Jefferson, as you know, in that very, very famous case, had 
correspondence which it was felt might bear upon the guilt 
or innocence of Aaron Burr. Chief Justice Marshall, sitting 
as a Trial Judge, said that Jefferson, as President, had to 
turn over the correspondence. Jefferson refused. 



MORE 




Page 20 



What he did was to turn over a summary of the 
correspondence, all that he considered was proper to be 
turned over for the purposes of the trial. 

Then Marshall, sitting as Chief Justice, ruled 
for the President. 



Now, why did Jefferson do that? Jefferson didn't 
do that to protect Jefferson. He did that to protect the 
Presidency. That is exactly what I will do in these cases. 
It isn’t for the purpose of protecting the President; it 
is for the purpose of seeing that the Presidency, where 
great decisions have to be made, and great decisions cannot 
be made unless there is very free flow of conversation, and 
a means confidentiality, i have a responsibility to pro- 
tect that Presidency. 

At the same time, I will do everything I can to 
cooperate where there is a need for Presidential partici- 
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THE' PRESIDENT : I will go' to you next. 

QUESTION: Hurray Light, Buffalo Evening News. 

The American people, sir/ are very interested in one 
subject other than Watergate. Is gas rationing imminent? 

I 

THE PRESIDENT: Really? (laughter) 

I didn’t hear the last, I am sorry. 

QUESTION: Is gas rationing imminent? 

THE PRESIDENT: I will tell you a little about my 

career -that I didn't put in my campaign folders when I ran 
for Congress in 1946. I was once in OP A and I was in tire 
rationing. I suppose they put me in tire rationing — this 
is just before I went into the service. I was waiting for my 
service call — because I had worked, in a service station, 
but t didn't know anything about tire rationing and. neither 
did the man above me who I don't think had ever been in a 
service station but we put out the rationing regulations on 
tires and we were as fair’ as we 'cbuld be. But also I found, 
that if you get a bunch of government bureaucrats — and in 
order to have rationing you would have to have thousands of 
them — making decisions with regard to who is '’going to get’? 
this much, this much, this much in rationing, if you are going 
to try to do that in peacetime when you do not have what we 
had in wartime, you know, support, for, you know -- "Don't use 
a C pation card when you are only entitled to an A," then you 
are sort of disloyal or something, or unpatriotic. If you do 
not have that behind it, I can assure you that a rationing 
system in peacetime, run by a group of well intentioned but 
being bureaucrats that they are, gairiing and feeling 'their 
power, would be something that the American people would 
resent very, very much. 1 

Now, what we have asked the Congress for is for a 
contingency plan in the event that rationing becomes necessary 
but in the meantime let me tell you, our goal is to make it 
not necessary. I am not going to Pledge to this aud.ience and 
I am not going to pledge to the television audience that 
r ®tioning may never come. If you have another war in the Hid- 
east, if you have a complete cut-off and not a resumption of 
the flow of oil from the Nideast or some other disaster occurs 
rationing may come, but if on the other hand, the thinas that 
I recommended, in my message of a week ago for immediate action 
if the voluntary cooperation of keeping the speed down to 50 
miles an hour -- and I am going to talk to the Governors about 
that on Tuesday in Memphis, urging that every State do exhctlv 
the same thing ~ if we cut back on the aircraft flights and 
we have done that — and, for example, I came down here in a 
plane ’today. Air Force One. I asked them, if I cbuldn't take 
the Jetstar, They said, "No, it doesn't have communication." 
So, I had to take the big plane. Rut, we did one thing that 
saved nalf^'jthe cost: Ne didn't have the back-up plane. The 
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Secret Service didn't like it, Communi cation didn’t like it, 
but X don't need a back-up plane. If this one goes down, it 
goes down and then they don't have to inpeach, (laughter) 

QUESTION: Mr. President, Larry Allison from the 

Long Beach, California Independent Press-Telegram. 

Back to Watergate . Former Attorney General John 
Mitchell has testified the reason he did not give you details 
on the Watergate problems was that you did not ask him. 

Now, i realize that you were very busy at that 
time, as you said, but there were reports in newspapers that 
inked people very high in your staff with Watergate problems. 

Could you tell us, sir, why you did not ask Mr. 
Mitchell what he knew? 

THE PRESIDENT: For the very simple reason that when 

I talked to Mr. Mitchell — and I saw him often in that 
period -- that I had every reason to believe that if he were 
involved, if he had any information to convey, he would tell 
me. I thought that he would. As a matter of fact, when I 
called him on the telephone, what did he say — he expressed 
chagrin tnat anything like that could have happened in his 
organization. .. 

booking back, maybe I should have cross-examined 
him. and said, "John, did you do it?" I Probably should have 
asked him, but the reason I didn't is that I expected him to 
tell me and he had every opportunity to do so and decided 
le wou. cn t, apparently. At least — now, that doesn't mean 
? . ?■ me that he was involved, because you understand that 

fju 3 natter that is open. The Question is: Whether he 

could have told me about other people that might be involved 

w_ ere he had information x^here members of my staff did not 
nave information. 

Yes r sir. 



UUESTION ; 



I am Joe Shoquist, Milwaukee Journal. 



Why didn't the Administration anticipate the 
enjrgy cpisis several years ago, formulate a positive action 
plan to do something about it? 

aHE presi UENT You walked into one there. And 
u*t at paper ' incidentally, as is the Milwaukee 

NM ay ' seriously, you see what happened was 

X sent it f M st ener W nessaoe ever sent to the Conoress. 
I sent it to the. Congress over two years ago. I saw this 

an4, You know why I saw it coming? Not because 
f the *adeast or the Alaska Pipeline and the rest, b u t 

Oh C Tdon'i S me^ X fb With all ,° f itS probleras . is setti'nc, richer. 

T there aren't a lot of hungry people not only 

t here ' but if y°n want to see hungry 
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S; S SOme o£ the ““tries in Latin 

/-nenca or upper Brazil, et cetera, et cetera. Generally *= 

is^re need^ riChe ^ there is more air conditioning, there 
Sa^L I t and ' th ‘ er? is need for energy , 

that time* La* tV" ^ he message two years ago and ashed at 

United States shoul Jr°£ gress co *sider a program so that the 
rilht t J ff Sh ° U ^ d hecpme self-sufficient -in energy. All 

knew there°mioh^ d b that u P this Y ear in April before we even 
Which made ° f '•‘"f Crisls - 

fot seven nieces S lection to 1 aSked therl 

reached my d esk , ^ M^elin^T ^ e " e fW. One .has 

six, I hope thev art hof ' _ - e ^ lne » I signed it. The other 
nope they act before they go home for Christmas. 

the Pres i den t shoul /haw 8 *^ 119 here th& Congress is to blame, 
that the ! d ° ne som ®thing . T>7hat X do say is 

act even though he warned ^ the Conqress <*id not 

warned in April* thp r k en tWO years ago. The President 
time -for Congress did not act and now, it is 

diversions if'thefN! ? et away from some ° f these other 
versions if they have time and get on to this energy crisis. 

like to point out""thnSS- *5** < 5 ues t ion has come up, I would 
question about ratiortina /s w ® « ho »l<J react, because the 
going to be interested in °“ y °“ avera * e reader is 

we all went through^t^tho" ltf tD ?' hecauas 1 remember how 
thing. Ihere are^a & ^ , P °° 1S "* a11 that »<>rt of 

oar pool, ! am sure T , y ° u ^ ere old enough to remember a 

get one unless five'of you^rode 1 "^^ 11 ' 540 " 1 Y °u pouldn ’ t 

y roae m one, you remember. 



.HOKE 




Page 24 

We don't want that. But if we look at this 
energy crisis as simply the crisis of this year, we 
could not make a greater xnisfcakp t-f , 

a Mideast war- 4 -h!* ? If there never had been 

a -iiaeast war, there would have been an enercrv crisis 

eventually. That is why I have set as a goaf for the 

^It^hat 0 ? 16 '-,^ I - trU3t 311 ° f yOU Wil1 Ascribe 
to it, what I call Project Independence 1980. 

checkina wif f 8 °' 3nd Why " 0t 19767 Bec ause, in 
doS evervtoiia e th X t ertS ' 1 fi " d 11 Wil1 not be P°«ible 
in energy Intll l^o "Lf?f self-sufficient 

Sl of ihe “ OPerateS ' thi3 Nati0n in 1980 ^ have 
an of the energy we need. 

cooperationlrrn^ded^ 1 ^^ ^ Y ° U Whab “« ° f 

world and vet' wff We haVa half of ^ coal in the 
Whv? n yet ' e have conv ersions from coal to oil. 

clean ““'coTca^ S* • °J*!“ ^ COal aan b * a 

despoil the landscape \TTl, K 3 t »“ t dbas " ot 
sure som P Pe ‘. Jt 11 be ar 9 um ©ntative , I am 

environ!! ! ? bhe envir °nmentalist — and I am an 

the lahd^-a 3 ^ al °hg with anybody who cares about 
the landscape for our children - but we have 

develop^e^^l 0031 ^^ ° f th ® gr ° Und and we have to 
ueveiop the shale oil. for examnio . 

Coinr*rio „ t or exam Pi6f that exists in 

soiv o :i: r t an of s s: °L°^ western states - That 

And second, you have to de-reaulate 

hav; gof^f f ^ C ° nsu ™“' ' yes, but you 

are shut down and many^Sf a?fnof b^ 
because the price is hefS ,t n ? b belng explored 
the explorer a oto^t 1 3 price to ° low to make 

do it £ d natuff;a« re£0re ’ he isn ’ b going to 
cleanest ^ «* the 

that S a r P°^®t* ^^wf ^n 'f writfan^ditoriaf on^ ' 

Baders S™* ‘V™ ^ 

power - thev thi „v Vu f SCares People. Nuclear 
, , , ^ney think of the bomb. Thev +-hir>> «-f *.u 
possibility that- ^ . iney think of the 

, , a t one of them is goincr to hinu 

house xn San Clemente is -just * bl °" U P- * Y 

of nuclear power. 9 b ° bs ln tbe development 

our natural^ gas resources! as welfafof ^sources, 

from Alaska which win provide one-?hird :° u ”! °“ r . Ql1 
the other day in talking to a group not one a “correctly 

our Oil needs, but one-third o? a£ 
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if we add to that nuclear power, the United States in 1980 
can be self-sufficient. Just closing that off, let me 
tell you why that is So terribly important. The Arabs, 
they say, "Well, the Arabs, maybe they are irrational 
and we shouldn't depend on them anyway." 
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Let me tell you, when you are in trouble, don't 
depend on anybody but yourself. Venezuela, what is going 
to happen xn Venezuela? They send us a lot of oil, but 
an ?fK° Uld C ^ange their minds under a radical government, 
could^ ey COUld get 0ne SOme day * 1 don!t thin * so, but they 



a , . f about Canada, our great friend to the North? 

A lot of Canadians are listening here, but I can tell you, 
your present Minister of the Interior, or whoever is in 
charge of oil, he is a tough guy, and they drive hard bar- 
gains, and I guess we would, too, if we were Canadians. 

. M £ point is » the United States of America, as the 
lnd ? strial P° wer of the world, with 7 percent of the 

qhonirtn»? e K Ple, *. an ? USlng 30 percent of the world's energy, 

. ouidn t have to depend on any other country for energy that 

he ^ lde ?7 ° Ur 3 ? S ^ trans P or tation and our light and our 

iSct' ? an bec ? me se if “sufficient. This is a great pro- 
ject, and I am going to push it. 

- .. QUESTION: Mr. President, I am John .Chandley 

of the Kansas City Times. Not being a member of the Wash- 
ington press corps, I am not going to ask when you are going 

T 7 ?-f et ^ re ' bUt 1 9X11 Uoing to ask you when you do . leave the 
White House, what do you plan to do? 



THE PRESIDENT: 
leave. (Laughter) 



I think it depends on when I 



No, seriously, I know that this group has asked 
very good questions and very appropriate ones. I was hoping 

you would ask me about the milk. Would you mind asking me 
about the milk? 



QUESTION: I don’t know anything about the milk. 

THE PRESIDENT: I will answer this , and then I will 

go to the milk, and then I will go to the man in the back. 



... . As far as retirement, at that time I understand I 
will be 63 years of age, and I am relatively healthy at pre- 
sent. I don’t know how healthy I will be then. 

Among these I will not do, I will not practice law. 
I won t go on any Board of Directors. I will tell you 
a f ter being President, you never want to sit at any other 
end of the Uble, and being on a Board of Directors, it pays 
well, but it is rather boring. That is what I found when I 
was Vice President, and not out of any conceit or anything, 
l is Dust a fact that Boards of Directors are fine, but not 
for former Presidents. 
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t U1 'n ... W ^ at 1 Wl11 to do is do a kittle writing. 

11 not do any speaking. I have made enough speeches 

my audiences 'f aSt '" 0St P ®° Ple f ° r 3 lifetime ' Particularly 



. . n 30 ' under the circumstances, what I will prob- 

S ? me Writing ' and Perhaps contribute to bettering 
* Process. Let me say this; Neither party is 

“ taalt in the campaign of 1972. There was quite a 
Dl . ° f Y^olence on the other side, and I never spoke any- 
place without getting a pretty good working over. 
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Neither party was without fault with regard to 
the financing. They raised $36 million and some of that, 
like oome of ours, came from corporate sources and was 
illegal because the law had been changed, and apparently 
people didn't know it. 



^ far as Congressmen and Senators are concerned, 

they will all tell you with the new laws and so forth, 
there ought to be some changes. 

I think if we can't get the. Congress to act on the. 
proposal X gave to them six months ago to provide a 
commission to set up new rules for campaign procedures, 
then after I leave office, I am going to work for that, 
because I don't want to be remembered as the man who maybe 
brought peace for the first time in twelve years, who opened to 
China, who opened to Russia, maybe avoided a war in the Mideast 
maybe if we can continue it, cut unemployment down for the 
irst time in 18 years, for the first time in peacetime 
it is down to four and one-half percent, it was never at 
that level, never below five percent in the '60's, any 
time in the '60's, neither the Kennedy nor Johnson Adminis- 
tration except during the war years. 

I want to be remembered, I would trust, as a 
President that did his best to bring peace, and also did 
his best to bring a degree of prosperity, perhaps a con- 
tribution in the energy field, in the environmental field, 
ut also one who did his best, when his own campaign got 
out of hand, to do everything possible to see that other 
campaigns didn't get out of hand in the future. 

Now we will go to the milk case. 

QUESTION; Mr. President, APME would like to ask 
you about the milk, but our 60 minute commitment of time 
as run out. APME appreciates your appearance — 

IKE PRESIDENT; I will take the time. Television 
keep me on just a minute. (Laughter) 

QUESTION : Thank you . 

(Laught a lousy movie anyway tonight. 



The reason the milk case question — and this w m 
be the last : one I will take — ought to be asked is that 
3ust some awful nice people are getting a bad rap about 
it. And I am not referring about myself. I am referring 
about people in the Administration. They have had John 
Connally down. They have run him around the track. I guess 
they are going to have Cliff Hardin down, and Pete 
Peterson, and all the rest. 



. The whole charge is basically this; That this 
Administration, in 1971, raised the support price for milk 

?, Pr ° gu ? for a promise by th e milk producers that 
sub stantial amounts, anywhere from 
i o $2 million to $10 million, to our campaign. 
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Now that is just not true. I will tell you how 
it happened. I was there. Cliff Hardin, in the spring 
of that year, came in and said, "The milk support prices 
are nigh enough." I said, "All right, Cliff, that is your 
recommendation, the Department of Agriculture?" He said, 
Yes. ■ Within three weeks after he had made that 
announcement. Congress put a gun to our head. 



Let me tell you what it was. Republicans? Uh-uh. 
ne hundred and two members of Congress signed a petition 
demanding not 85 percent of parity, ..but a 90 percent support 
prxce, and 28 members of the Senate/most of them Democrats, 
Senator McGovern, signed a petition demanding ~ 
a petition, or signed a bill, which would have made the 
milk support price between 85 and 90 percent. 



So 1 talke< 3 to my legislative leaders and I said, 

Look here, what I am concerned about, what I am concerned 
about is what people pay for that milk, and I don't want 
to have that price jigged up here if we can keep it 

fj? supply Wlth the present support price." You 

know what I was told. They said, “With the kind of heat 

3 VL ' are getting from the Congress, there is no way that 
you are not going to get on your desk a bill — and they 

** ab ! e to ovefnde your veto — that will raise the 
w ort price probably to 90 percent." So we said 85 percent, 

And that is why it was done and that is the truth. 



the end. 



Thank you very much, gentlemen. I guess that is 



END 



(AT 8s 02 P.M. EST) 




